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The  Cr i t i ca l  Ph i l osophy  o f  D r .  Jacob  Leona rd
S n e t h l a g e  ( 1 8 8 6 - 1 9 8 3 ) ,  i s  a n  e l a b o r a t i o n  o f  t h e
we l l - known  tu rn  wh i ch  Kan t  gave  to  ph i l osophy ,
tha t  i s  t he  t r anspos i - t i on  o f  t he  a t t en t i on  o f  t he
ob jec t s  o f  know ledge  to  know ledge  abou t  t hose
ob jec t s .  I n  t h i s  sense  ph i l osophy  i s  a  t heo ry  o f
know ledge .  S ince  know ledge  abou t  ob jec t s  i s
p roduced  w i th in  t he  spec ia l  sc iences ,  ph i l osophy
c a n  b e  d e s c r i b e d  a s  a  c r i t i q u e  o f  s c i e n c e s .  T h i s
me thod ,  wh i ch  Kan t  ca l l s  t he  t r anscenden ta l ,
Sne th lage  rega rds  as  a  gua ran tee  fo r  t he  au tono -
!y . ,  or  e what  amounts to the same th ing,  t f re
s c i e n t i f i c  c h a r a c t e r  o f  p h i l o s o p h y .
The  task  o r  subs tance  wh ich  Sne th lage
asc r i bes  to  ph i l osophy ,  ï  \ 4 tan t  t o  de fend ,  bu t  no t
i t s  s c i e n t i f i c  s t a t u s .
Acco rd ing  to  Sne th lage ,  ph i l osophy  mus t
examine  the  seve ra l  sc iences  fo r  t he i r  poss ib i l i -
t y  and  s t ruc tu re .  I n  gene ra l ,  we  can  s ta te  t ha t
ph i l osophy  i s  commi t t ed  to  cu l t u re ,  as  t he  who le
o f  s c i e n c e s .
Sne th lage ' s  po in t  o f  v i ew  can  nov /  be
in te rp re ted  as  f o l l ows .  We  d raw  a  d i s t i nc t i on
be tween  two  l eve l s  o f  l anguage ,  name ly  t he  l eve l
o f  t h e  s c i e n c e s  a n d  t h e  } e v e l  o f  p h i l o s o p h y .  T h e
sc iences  a re  occup ied  w i th  t he  subs tan t i a l  wo r l d
and  the i r  l anguage  can  be  ca l l ed  t he  ob jec t -
I anguage .  Ph i l osophy  i s  no t  d i rec t l y  occup ied
w i th  t ha t  subs tan t i a l  r ea l i t y ,  bu t  w i t h  t he
language  i n  wh i ch  tha t  rea l i t y  i s  f o rmu la ted ,  and
can  the re fo re  be  rega rded  as  a  me ta language .
S ince  the re  a re  seve ra l  sc iences ,  each  w i th
i t s  own  me thod ,  t he re  a l so  a r i se  seve ra l  symbo ls
o f  r e a l i t y .  T h e r e  w o u l d  b e  o n l y  o n e  r e a l i t y ,  i f
t he re  ex i s ted  on l v  one  me thod  o r  one  sc ience .
Neve r the less  i t  i s -  po -ss ib le  t o  cons ide r  t he  same
subs tan t i a l  ob jec t  f r om d i f f e ren t  po in t s  o f  v i ew .
The  l anguage  fo r  examp le ,  i n  wh i ch  man  i s  be ing
desc r i bed  i n  phys io logy ,  d i f f e r s  f r om tha t  i n
psycho logy  o r  i n  soc io logy .  Hence  Sne th lage  can
s a y  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t s  a r e  o n l y  c a l l e d  i n t o
ex i s tence  i n  t he  I i gh t  o f  a  me thod .  Th i s  on l y
means  tha t  a  desc r i p t i on  o r  an  exp lana t i on ,  o r
g e n e r a l l y ,  a  s c i e n t i f i c  s t a t e m e n t - ,  u t i l i z e s  b y
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de f i n i t i on  t he  l anguage  o f  a  de f i n i t e  sys tem.  I t
may  be  c lea r ,  t ha t  t he  cons t ruc t i on  o r  c rea t i on
o f  ob jec t s  i n  s i i ence  does  no t  app l y  i n  a
s u b s t a n t i a l ,  b u t  i n  a  l o g i c a l  s e n s e .
Rea l i t y  t akes  shape  th rough  the  sc iences  o r
know ledge .  Th i s  app l i es  no t  on l y  t o  comp lex
t h e o r i e s ,  b u t  a l s o  t o  s i m p l e  a s s e r t i o n s  ( w h i c h
c a n  b e  c o n c e i v e d  a s  p r i m i t i - v e  t h e o r i e s ) ,  l i k e  r I t
i s  r a i n ing '  .  Each  j udgemen t  o r  se t  o f  j udgemen ts
in t roduces  a  s t ruc tu re  i n  rea l i t y .  Tha t  s t ruc tu re
var ies according to the language or  method a
g i ven  sc ience  makes  use  o f .  The  common  fea tu re  o f
a l l  t h o s e  p o s s i b l e  l a n g u a g e s  i s ,  t h a t  t h e y  a r e
d i rec t l y  occup ied  w i th  t he  ob jec t s r  o r ,  gene -
r a l l y ,  w i t h  r e a l i t y .  I n  t h i s ,  s c i e n c e  d i f f e r s
f rom ph i l osophy .  Ph i l osophy  does  no t  speak  abou t
rea l i t y  i t se l f ,  bu t  abou t  t he  manner  i n  wh i ch  the
sc iences  cons t ruc t  r ea l i t y .  The  p reced ing
expos i t i on  t he re fo re ,  can  be  cons ide red  a l so  as
speak ing  abou t  ano the r  l anguage ,  name ly  t he
l a n g u a g e  o f  s c i e n c e .
Th i s  d i s t i nc t i on  be tween  the  ob jec t l anguage
o f  sc ience  and  the  me ta language  o f  ph i l osophy ,  i s
ve ry  impor tan t .  The  d i f f e rence  be tween  bo th
language leve l s  can  be  demons t ra ted  w i th  t he  he lp
o f  a  s i m p l e  e x a m p l e .  ' A l I  s w a n s  a r e  w h i t e r ,  i s  a
j udgemen t  f r om b io logy ,  i n  wh i ch  a  de f i n i t e
p rope r t y  i s  be ing  ad judged  to  a  de f i n i t e  se t  o f
subs tan t i a l  quan t i t i es .  Ph i l osophy  i s  no t  f ocused
o n  t h o s e  s u b s t a n t i a l  q u a n t i t i e s ,  a s  b i o l o g y  d o e s ,
bu t  on  the  s ta temen t  abou t  t hose  quan t i t i es .  I t
w i l l  no t i ce  f o r  e ra lnp le ,  t ha t  t he  À ta temen t  i s  a
un i ve rsa l  j udgemen t ,  wh i ch  can  neve r  be  fu l l y
j u s t i f i e d  o n  i n d u c t i v e  g r o u n d s .  O n  m e t a l e v e l ,  a
swan  i s  no t  a  subs tance ,  bu t  a  concep t ,  wh i ch
func t i ons  i n  a  ce r ta in  way ,  embedded  i n  ru les  o r
d e f i n i t i r n s r  w i t h i n  a  d e f i n i t e  s y s t e m ,  e t c .
Ph i l osophy  the re fo re  does  no t  deny  the  ex i s tence
o f  subs tan t j - a l  swans  ,  bu t  i t  i s  no t  i - t s  sub  j ec t .
I t  on l y  asce r ta ins  t ha t  t he  concep t  ' swan '  has
been  de f i ned  i n  a  ce r ta in  way  w i th in  b io logy ,  so
tha t  i t  mus t  be  desc r i bed  i n  t he  me ta language  by
way  o f  i t s  re la t i ons  w i th  t he  sys tem in  wh i ch  i t
f u n c t i o n s .
Th i s  d i s t i nc t i on ,  be tween  the  ob jec t l anguage
o f  t he  sc iences  and  the  me ta language  o f  ph i l oso -
phy ,  mus t  no t  be  con fused  w i th  Poppe r ' s  t heo ry  o f
t he  th ree  wor lds .  The  f i r s t  wo r l d  o f  Poppe r  i s
the  phys i ca l  wo r l d ,  t he  second  the  wor ld  o f
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wor ld  o f  sc ience  i
Sne th lage ,  t
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s t a t e s  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  a n d  t h e  t h i r d  t h e  w o r l d
o f  t h c  o b j e c l i v e  c o n t e n t s  o I  t h o u g h L '  n a m e l y  t h e
w o r l d  o f  s c i e n c e  a n d  a r t .
S n e t h l a g e ,  t h o u g h  h e  d i d  n o t  k n o w  P o p p e r ' s
t h e o r i < - s ,  w o u l  d  s a y  t h a t  p o s t u l a t i n g  t h e  e x  i  s t e n -
c e  o f  a  p h y s i c a l  o r  m e n t a l  w o r l d  i s  n o t  a n
o n i c f o m n l n c i n : l  n r n l ^ r l o m  h r r i  r o n r c q o n f q  q t ^ ' ^r e p r e s e n t s  s t a t e -
m e n t s  I r o m  r o s p e c t i v e l  y  L h e  o b j e c t l a n g u a g e  o í
n a t u r a  I  s c i e n c e  a n d  o I  p s y c h o ]  o g y .  T h e r e f o r e  t h e
t r u t h v a l u e  o f  s u c h  s t a t e m e n t s  c a n n o t  b e  j u d g e d
w i t h i n  p h i l  o s o p h y .  H o w e v e r ,  L h i s  a p p l i e s  a s  w e l  l
t o  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  w o r l d  I I I ,  t h a t  o f  s c i e n c e
a n d  a r t .  N o w  S n e t h l a g e ' s  p o r n t  i s  n o t  t h a t  w o r l d
I I I  e x i s t s  a t  a l l ,  b u t  t h a t  i t  i s  a u t o n o m o u s  i n
t h r s  s c n s e ,  L h a t  j t  e x i s t s  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  o f  t h e
t w o  o t h e r  w o r l d s .  T h i s  n o w  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  '  a L
L e a s t  i f  w e  a r e  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  a l w a y s  t h e  s a m e  b y
' e x i s t e n c e '  
.  
' E x i s t e n c e '  i s  a  c a t e g o r y ,  a s c r i b e d
r o  p h y s  i c a  I  o r  m e n t a  1  q u a n t  i  t  i  e s  b y  t h e  o b S e c t -
l a n g u a g e  a n d  i  n  o t h e r  w o r d s ,  i s  a  l  w a y s  d e p e n d e n t
o n  a  j u d g e m c n t .  W i t h o u t  a  j u d g e m e n t ,  t h e r e  i s  n o
q u e s r i o n  o Í  e x i s t e n c e ,  o r ,  s t a t e d  d r f f e r e n t l y ,
c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i s  a  l  w a y s  n c c e s s à L !  r  w h i c h  a s c e r -
t á - s  t ha t  some th ing  does  o r  does  no t  ex i s t .
í - n n q n n  r o n t l  r r  -  t h e  t h e O f  l z  6 f  Q g r : r d  H ^ \ ' m ^ n q  -  W h i C h
,  
L r r -  
"  
, , .  
_ I r , , q r r J ,
s t a r t s  f r o m  h u m a n  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  i s  n o t  f a l s r f i e d
b y  P o p p e r  ' s  t h e o r y .  T h e  a t t e m p t  b y  P o p p e r  t o
d e m o n s t r a t e  t h a t  a  j u d g e m e n t  f r o m  t h e  o b j e c t -
l a n g u a g e  ( t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a  m e n t a l  a c t l v i t y ) ,
e x i s t s  i n d e p - n d e n t l  y  o f  t h a t  o b j e c t  1  a n g u a g e  ( t h e
m ó n r a l  i ^ i i r r i t r r \  ' i c  i m n ^ c c i h l
' , ^ 7 / 1  l S  l l l l P O S S I U t e .
S n e L h I a g ^ ' s  c o n c o p t  o  t  a u t o n o m y  1 s  b e t t e r :
t h e  p o i n t  i s  n o t  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h a t  a  j u d g e m e n t
o r  t h e o r y  e x i s L s  r n d e p e n d e n L l  y  o f  i  t - s  f  r a m e r ,  b u L
t h a t  t h e  t r u t h v a l u e  o f  a  l u d g e m e n t  o r  t h e o r y  r s
l n d e p c n d e n t  o f  i t s  c a u s e ,  o r  s t a t c d  d i f f e r e n t l y ,
r h e r e  i  s  n o  p h y s i c a  I  o r  m n n t a i  i  n d c p e n d c n c e  o f
s c i e n c e ,  b u t  a  l o g i c a l  o n e .
W i t h  t h e  h e l p  o f  t h e  t r u t h c o n c e p t  I  c a n  n o w
e l u c i d a t e  t h e  d i s t r n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  s c i e n c e  a n d
p h r i o s o p h y ,  w h i  c h  h a s  n o t  b l c n  m a d n  b y  S n o L h l a g e ,
I n  m y  o p i n i o n  w r o n g 1 y .
I ' l r s t  s o m e t h i n g  a b o u t  t h c  t r u t h c o n c e p t
r t s e l  f  .  S n e t l - r  1 . a g e  e m p l o y s  a  c o h e r : e n c e t h e o r y  o f
t r u t h .  ' l ' r u t h  i  s  n o t  a  r e l a  t  i o n  b e t , , n , . e n  a  k n o w i n g
s u b ; , ' r - 1  a n d  a n  o b  j n q 5 1 v .  r '  ' a  I  i  t y ,  b u t  b n t w e e n  a
l u d g c m c n t  a n d  a  s y s t e m  o f  j u d g e m e n t s .  H i s
c r i t  j  c  i  s m  o  I  c h e  c o r r e s l o n d e n c e t  h e o r y ,  à s  a






g i v e n  r e a l i t y ,  i s  c e r t a i n l y  c o r r e c t ,  b u t  i n s u f f i -
c i en t  t o  wa rd  o f f  t he  c r i t i que  tha t  t he  cohe ren -
ce theo ry  w rong l y  makes  no  c lea r  d i s t i nc t i on
be tween  a  t r u th -de f i n i t i on  and  a  c r i t e r i on .
The questioi-rlháETs truthïl--aE1E-for the
condi t ions under which \^re adjudge the predicate
ïEi Iêr  to  a judgement.  According to the áefenders
o f  t he  co r respondence th€o r ! r  t hose  cond i t i ons  l i e
i n  rea l i t y  and  s ince  the  t ru thcond i t i ons  a re
iden t i ca l  1o  t he  t ru thc r i t e r i a ,  we  can  say  t f r a t
t h e c o r r e s p o n d e n c e t h e o r y - r e d u c e s t h e c r i t e r i a i n
terms of  Èhe Tgenrry,  of  t ruth.  Since those
c r i t e r i a  a re  a lways  fo rmu la ted  i n  t he  same
ob jec t l anguage  as  t he  theo ry  t ha t  has  to  be
judged,  we do not  refer  to  something outs ide our
know ledge ,  o r  ou ts ide  Ianguage ,  when  we  de f i ne
I t r u t h ' ,  b u t  t o  t h a t  k n o w l e d g e  i t s e l f .  F r o m  t h i s
i t  f o l l ows ,  t ha t  t he  p rob lem o f  t r u th  i s  no t  a
p rob lem o f  de f i n i t i on ,  bu t  o f  c r i t e r i on '  wh i ch
cons i s t s  o f  t he  ques t i on  f o r  t he  re la t i ons
between par ts  of  our  knowledge,  wj - th in the
ob jec t l anguage .  Th i s  ques t i on  canno t  be  answered
by  ph i l osophy ,  bu t  by  t he  re la t i ve  sc iences .  No t
o n l y  } o g i c a l  c r i t e r i a  a p p l y  h e r e ,  s u c h  a s  e . g .
t he  deduc ib i l i t y  o f  j udgemen ts  f r om o the r
j udgemen ts ,  bu t  a l so  and  u l t ima te l y  conven t i ona l
o r  soc io log i ca l  c r i t e r i a ,  wh i ch  a re  app l i ed  i f  no
fu r the r  deduc t i ve  i n fe rences  can  be  made .  Th i s
fac t  mus t  no t  be  g i ven  a  d i sp ropo r t i ona te
nega t i ve  emphas i s .  Fo r  t he  ad judgemen t  o f  t he
' p r e d i c a t e '  t r u e  o f  f a I s e ,  d o e s  n o t  a l t e r  a
j udgemen t  o r  t heo ry .
Consequen t l y  we  see ,  t ha t  appa ren t l y  t he re
a r e  c r i t e r i a  a v a i l a b l e  w i t h i n  a  d e f i n i t e  s c i e n t i -
f ic  communi ty  for  the determinat ion of  the
t ru thva lue  o f  a  j udgemen t  o r  t heo ry .  S ím i l a r
c r i t e r i a  a r e  l a c k i n g  w i t h i n  p h i l o s o p h y .  H e r e ,
t hJ re  i s  no  ( re la t i ve )  consensus  among  ph i l oso -
phe rs  abou t  t he  t r u ths ta tus  o f  t heo r i es .  The
c a u s e  o f  t h i s  i s ,  t h a t  p h i l o s o p h y  a c t s  a s  a
me ta language  w i th  respec t  t o  t he  ob jec t l anguage
o f  t h e  s c i e n c e s .  P h i l o s o p h y  n o t  o n l y  d e a l s  w i t h
the  resu l t s  o f  t he  sc iences ,  bu t  adds  someth íng
to  i t ,  t h rough  wh ich  those  j udgemen ts  no  l onge r
be long  to  t he  ob jec t l anguage  and  consequen t l y
w i thd raw  f rom the  c r i t e r i a  o f  j udgemen t '  wh i ch
a re  app l i cab le  w i t h i n  t he  sc iences .  As  soon  as  a
judgement is  passed on a judgement f rom the ob-
j ec t l anguage ,  w i t h  wh i ch  tha t  j udgemen t  occup ies
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wh ich  sc ience  rea
The charact t
t hemse lves  ou ts i
ph i  l osoph i ca l  j u
cons i s ten t  w i t h  <
Bes ides  those  n
d o n t t  c o m e  u n d e r -
t he re  a re  sc ien l
-
l u d g e o  r n  p r r n c r p
In  do ing  so
wh ich  Sne th lage
the  ana l ys i s  o f
the th ings thems
mous  s ta tus  wh i ch
g e .
I n  K a n t ' s  e t
e l e m e n t s  p l a y  a  p
and th ink ing.  ! {
c rea t i ve  ac t i v i t '
a s  a  f a c t o r  o f  k r
no th ing  p r i o r  t o
not  understand b1
a  I o g i c a l  c a t e g o
w i t h  i t s  a p r i o r i
t u re  p rope r l y
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  d e Í
ïn my opin:
Poppe r ,  r t ho  a l r
p h i l o s o p h y  o f  s r
s u p e r f l u i t y  o f
syn the t i c  ap r i o r
knowledge can b
i t s e l f  n o  l o n g e r  w i t h  t h e  s u b s t a n t i a l  r e a l i t y ,
t h e n  s o m e  s u c h  j u d g e m e n t  b e l o n g s  t o  p h i l o s p h y .
The  consequence  o f  l ack ing  a  f o rum fo r
' i r r d a i  n n  n h i  I  n q o n h i  r : a l  i -  h e o r i  e r  j  ^  + L - !  - - t  j  l o s o -J U U Y T T T Y  P l r I r u D V v l r r e q f  u r r u v ! r u 5 r  r J  L I I q L  V r r r l
p h i c a l  j u d g e m e n t . s  a r e  n e i t h e r  t . r u e .  n o r  f a l s e .
H o w e v e r ,  t h i s  i s  n o t  o n l y  p e c u l i a r  t o  p h i l o s o p h i -
c a I  j u d g e m e n t s .  A  j u d g e m e n t  l i k e  ' G r a v i t a t i o n  i s
g r e e n ' ,  a l s o  p u t s  i t s e l f  o u t s i d e  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e ,
b e c a u s e  i t  a d d s  s o m e t h i n g  t o  t h e  o b j e c t l a n g u a g e ,
w i t h  w h i c h  t h e  w h o l e  c a n  n o  l o n g e r  b e  c r i t i c i z e d
b y  n a t u r a l  s c i e n c e ,  n e i t h e r  w i l I  b e  c h a r a c t e r i z e d
a è  p h i  l o s o p h i c a l  .
T h e r e  i s  n o  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n
n f  n h  i  I  n c n n h - i  n r  I  i r r d n a m a n l -  cU !  P I r r r v è v P l l I 9 q I  J u u Y s l l l s l r L r . F r o m  t h i s  i t
f o ]  l ows ,  t ha t  ph i  l osophy  i s  no t  an  au tonomous
d i  s r - i  n l  i  n e  -  A n f - o n o m o u S  S c l - e n c e S  c r e a t e  t h e i r  o w n
c o n t e n t s ,  w h e r e a s  p h i l o s o p h y  i s  d e p e n d e n t  o n  t h a t
w h i c h  s c i e n c e  r e a c h e s .
The  cha rac te r i s t i c  o f  j udgemen ts  wh i ch  pu t
t h e m s e l v e s  o u t s i d e  s c i e n c e  ( a n d  c o n s e q u e n t l y
^ L . i  l ^ ^ ^ * 1 ^ . i ^ ^ l  + , , 1 ^ ^ - ^ - ! - \  . i ^  + L ^ +  ! 1 ^ ^ . ,pnr  rosopn -Lca r  JuqgemenEs  /  ,  rS  r  t ' na t '  t ney  a re
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  e a c h  s e t  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  t h e o r r e s .
B e s i d e s  t h o s e  n o n s c i e n t i f i c  j u d g e m e n t s  ( w h i c h
d o n ' t  c o m e  u n d e r  t h e  h e a d  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  c r i t e r i a )
t he re  a re  sc ien t i f i c  i udqemen ts  (wh i ch  can  be
j u d g e d  i n  p r i r r c i p l e  b y  ó . t " - o r  m o r e  s c i e n c e s  ) .
I n  do ing  so r  I  have  de fended  the  func t i on
w h i c h  S n e t h l a g e  a s c r i b e s  t o  p h i l o s o p h y ,  n a m e \
t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h i n g s  i n  s t e a d  o f
+ h a  f  h i  n a c  + h ê * ^ ^ l . ' ^ ^  l . r , r +  - ^ . i ^ ^ + ^ ^  + l - r a  - , i t
-  - . ^ - t i l s e r v e s ,  o u L  r e J e c t e u  t n e  a u t o n o -
m o u s  s t a t u s  w h i c h  h e  a s c r i b e s  t o  t h a t  m e t a l a n g u a -
I n  K a n t ' s  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  r e v o l u t i o n  a p r i o r i
^ r  ^ - ^  I  ^ "  -  n r n m i  n a n t -  n ^ r t -  i  n  l ' l o . 1 -  h  n e r r - c p l i g pg l g l r L g l l L >  P r q y  q  l r r v r r l r r r s r r L  y q !  L  I t l  u v L r r  p € r u g I
and  th ink ing .  W i th  Kan t ,  sc ience  has  become a
c r e q t i v e  a c t i v i t y .  S n e t h l a g e  d r o p p e d  p e r c e p t i o n
a s  a  f a c t o r  o f  k n o w l e d g e .  F o r  l o g i c a l l y ,  t h e r e  i s
n o t h i n g  p r i o r  t o  t h i n k i n g .  T h o u g h  S n e t h l a g e  d o e s
n o t  u n d e r s t a n d  b y  ' t h i n k i n g '  a  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  b u t
a I  oo i  r -a I  . .a  l -  ê^^r \ ,  laó Á. i  ^  -o t  know what  to dov u  e e Y  v !  f  ,
r ^ z i  t - h  i  + c  r n r i  n r  j  c l - r r r n # r r r o  l - . ^ ^ r ' . - ^  + l - ' - +  ê {s v u s ! u ,  u e u d u s e  L r r d L  s ' t ' r u c -
1 - r r r ê  n r o n e r I v  q n e e k i n c r -  i m n l  i e s  a  k i n d  o f
p s y c h o l o g i c a l  d e f  i n i - t e n e s s  .
T n  m \ /  ó n i - ;  ^ ^  + L i  ^  ^ - C b I e m  i s  S O I V e í l  h wf  r f  v v r r l a u r l  t  L r r r è  v r v u r g r r r  I è  è v r  v E u  p I
P o p p e r ,  w h o  a  I  s o  d r o p p e d  '  t h i n k i n g  '  i n  h i s
p h i  l o s o p h y  o f  s c i e n c e .  P o p p e r  d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h e
s u p e r f  l u i t y  o f  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  K a n t ' s
s y n t h e t i c  a p r i o r i ,  i n  o t h e r  w o r d s  h o w  e m p i r i c a J -
k n o w l e d g e  c a n  b e  n e c e s s a r y  a n d  u n i v e r s a l .  N o t
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j u s t i f i c a t i o n s ,  b u t  f a l s i f i c a t i o n s  d e t e r m i n e
p rog ress  i n  sc ience ,  w i t h  wh i ch  the  hypo the t i ca l
cha rac te r  o f  ou r  know ledge  i s  c l ea r l y  posed .
Ho \ ^ /eve r ,  Poppe r r s  t heo ry  can  be  c r i t i c i zed  by
no t i c i ng ,  t ha t  no t  on l y  t heo r i es  (as  un i ve rsa l
s t a t e m e n t s )  a r e  f a I l i b l e  i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  b u t  a l s o
obse rva t i ona l  j udgemen ts  (as  s i ngu la r  s ta te -
m e n t s ) .  T h e o r i e s  d o n ' t  c o m e  i n t o  c o l l i s i o n  w i t h
rea l i t y  r  às  Poppe r  asse r t s ,  bu t  w i t h  o the r
t h e o r i e s .
Cons ide red  ep i s temo log i ca l J - y ,  Poppe r  has
in te rp re ted  h i s  t heo ry  o f  sc ience  wrong l y .
Subs tan t i a l  r ea l i t y  canno t  f unc t i on  as  f i na l
c r i t e r i on  i n  t he  deve lopmen t  o f  ob jec t i ve
know ledge .  Tha t  rea l - i t y  i s  a lways  t rans la ted  i n to
the  ob jec t l angua l t e ,  i n to  a  j udgemen t  wh i ch  i s
hypo the t i ca l  by  na tu re ,  j us t  l i ke  a  t heo ry .  S ince
his concept  of  t ruth,  as a correspondence between
a  j udgemen t  and  rea l i t y ,  i s  dependen t  on  h i s
concep t  o f  r ea l i t y ,  h i s  t heo ry  o f  t r u th  mus t  a l so
b e  r e j e c t e d .
A  cons ide rab le  pa r t  o f  Sne th lage ' s  ph i -1o -
sophy is  dedicated to the quest ion how theology
i s  p o s s i b l e  a s  a  s c i e n c e .  C h a r a c t e r i z i n g  a  g i v e n
p rov ince  o f  know ledge  as  a  sc ience ,  depends  on
the  ques t i on  we the r  t ha t  p rov ince  i s  au tonomous ,
that  is  whether  i t  employs i ts  own method to
c rea te  t he  phenomena  me thod i ca l l y .  By  way  o f  t h i s
I o g i c a l i z i n g  o f  c h a o s ,  s u b s e q u e n t l y  t h e r e  s e t s  i n
a  r e g u l a r i t y ,  a  r e l a t i o n ,  w h i c h  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c
fo r  t h i s  f i xed  p rov ince  o f  know ledge  o r  sc ience .
N o w  S n e t h l a g e ' s  f i r s t  o b j e c t  i s  t o  i n d i c a t e
the  re la t i on  wh i ch  i s  exp ressed  i n  a  re l i g i ous
judgement.  For  a judgement is  the star t ingpoint
o f  each  sc ience .  I t  i s  t he  o r i g i na l  ac t  o f
mank ind :  un i t i ng  wha t  be longs  toge the r ,  sepa ra -
t i ng  wha t  has  to  be  sepe ra ted ,  i n  sho r t ,  c rea t i ng
o rde r  i n  chaos .
Now,  wha t  i s  t he  re l i g i ous  equ i va len t  f o r
t he  re la t i on  o f  causa t i on  i n  na tu ra l  sc ience .
Sne th lage  l oca tes  t h i s  i n  t he  e lemen t  o f  t r ancen -
QC.ce,  that  is  to  say,  that  the in tent ion- lT-TLre
r e l i g i o u s  j u d g e m e n t ' s  c o n t e n t ,  i s  t o  e x c e e d  t h e
e a r t l y  w o r I d .  T h i s  f o r m a l  c h a r a c e r i s t i c ,  t h e
ap r i o r i  o f  r e l i g i on ,  de te rm ines  the  cons t ruc t i on
o f  an  au tonomous  sc ience  o f  t heo logy .  Sne th lage
r e j e c t s  t h e  a p r i o r i  a s  a n  i n v a r i a b l e  s c i e n t i f i c




pene t ra te  f r om r
suppos i t i ons .  T i
bears a hypothe
cons ide red  as
inc lud ing  the
rep laced  by  ano
a b s o l u t e  p r i n c i S
the programmat:
Sne th lage  cons i<
t a I  r e l a t i o n ,  t
r e g u l a r i t y  a l o
o rgan i ze  themse l
Thus the re
po in t  o f  depa r t r
re l i g i on .  Fo rmu
in  t he  me ta la
re l i g i on )  we  s t r
r e l i g i o n .  T h i s
tha t  t he  ph i l os
no t  w i t h  subs ta :
concep ts  and
subs tan t i a l  qua r
wha t  we  ca I I  i n
ce r ta in l y  be  s t r .
nes  wh i ch  poss
e x a m p l e r  t e x p e r :
psycho logy  o r
cannot  form prer
consequen t l y  ca
i n  p o s i t i v e ,  n o
ning the t ruthv:
The  l a rges l
ca l  wo rk  on  re
s u c h  c r o s s i n g s  c
autonomy of  the
e .g .  commi t t ed
h i s t o r y ,  p s y c h <
i n s t a n c e  w i l I
ex i s tence  o f  a
w i l l  d e r i v e  c o n <
p e r s o n a l  e x p e r :
re l i g i ous  impor l
conce rn ing  quan t
ï n  a l l  c a s
subordinate to
e th i ca l  me thod
p les  howeve r ,  e
w h i c h  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  i n f i n i t y  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  o f
know ledge  and  wh ich  con ta ins  an  i nc i t emen t ,  t o
pene t ra te  f r om each  suppos i t i on  t o  more  tho rough
s u p p o s i t i o n s .  T h i s  m e a n s ,  t h a t  a I I  o u r  k n o w l e d g e
bea rs  a  hypo the t i ca l  cha rac te r  and  may  neve r  be
c o n s i d e r e d  a s  c o m p l e t e d .  E a c h  h y p o t h e s i s ,  s o
i n n l r r d i n o  t h o  r o l i o i n r r q -  . ^ n  l . r o  i n  n r i n c i n l ay !  r r r u t v r u
r e p l a c e d  b y  a n o t h e r .  T h e  K a n t i a n  a p r i o r i  a s  a n
a b s o l u t e  p r i n c i p l e ,  c h a n g e s  i n t o  a  p r i n c i p l e  w i t h
the  p rog rammat i c  cha rac te r  o f  a  hypo thes i s .
S n e t h l a g e  c o n s i d e r s  t h e  d i a m e t r i c a l  t r a n s c e n d e n -
t a l  r e l a t i o n ,  t h a t  i s  t h e  ' G o d - I '  r e l a t i o n ,  t h e
r e g u l a r i t y  a l o n g  w h i c h  r e l i g i o u s  p h e n o m e n a
o r g a n i z e  t h e m s e l v e s .
Thus  the  re l i g i ous  j udgemen t  cons t i t u tes  t he
n o i n t  o f  d e n a r l - r t r e  o r  f  a c t u m  o f  t h e  n h  i l  o s o n h v  o f
r e l i g i o n .  F o r m u l a t e d  i n  t h e  t e r m s  w h i c h  I  u s e d :
i n  t h e  m e t a l a n g u a g e  ( o f  t h e  p h i l o s o p h y  o f
r e l i g i o n )  w e  s p e a k  a b o u t  t h e  o b j e c t l a n g u a g e  o f
r a l  j  n i  n -  m l - ' i  -  h : q  J - h e  i m n n r t a n 1 .  ^ ó n q ê d r r êr e r r g r o n .  I t l . l - s  
_ _ . . _ . - y _ _ n c e ,
t h : t  t h o  n h i  I  n q o n h r z  n f  r o l  i  o i  a n  n a c r r n i  o c  i  t -  - ^  l  fI / r r r r v r v v r r l  v r  r s r f y r v r r  v u v u p r u o  r L D s r !
n o t  w i t h  s u b s t a n t i a l  q u a n t i t i e s ,  b u t  w i t h  f o r m a l
concep ts  and  the i r  mu tua l  r e l a t j - ons .  Those
s u b s t a n t i a l  q u a n t i t i e s ,  w h i c h  f o r m  t h e  o b j e c t  o f
w h a t  w e  c a l l  i n  a  g e n e r a l  t e r m  ' e x p e r i e n c e ' ,  f r d y
c ê r ' l - à i  n l  r r  h c  q , t r r d i  c d  -  l r r r t -  u r h  i l - h i  n  f  h o q a  À i  e n i  n l  i  -
nes  wh lch  possess  an  app rop r i a te  me thod .  Fo r
e x a m p l e ,  ' e x p e r i e n c e  o f  G o d '  m a y  b e  e v a l u a t e d  b y
p s y c h o l o g y  o r  a n t h r o p o l o g y ,  b u t  t h e  r e s u l t s
c a n n o t  f o r m  p r e m i s e s  i n  r e l i g i o u s  r e a s o n i n g ,  a n d
c o n s e q u e n t l y  c a n n o t  e x e r t  a n  i n f l u e n c e ,  n e i t h e r
' i  n  n o s i i - i r z e -  n r . r r  i n  n c o a l - i r z o  q ê n q ê -  ó n  d a t - o p g l i -t  r r v !  r r e Y q u + v e  I  v t t  U L L E .
n i n g  t h e  t r u t h v a l u e  o f  r e l i g i o u s  c o n c l u s i o n s .
T h e  l a r g e s t  p a r t  o f  S n e t h l a g e ' s  p h i l o s o p h i -
c a I  w o r k  o n  r e l i g i o n  i s  d e d i c a t e d  t o  c o m b a t i n g
s u c h  c r o s s i n g s  o f  t h e  b o r d e r  o r  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  t h e
^ r l t . r n ó m \ /  n f  t h 4  S C i e n c e  O f  1 c l  i  o i  n n  v r h i  c hd u L U I r u I r t y  u I  L l l e  J - e n c e  I f u - - y - - , , ,  a f e
e .g .  commi t t ed  by  t he  me thod  o f  t he  sc ience  o f
h i s t o r y ,  p s y c h o l  o g y  o r  e t h i c s  .  H i s t o r i s m  f o r
i ns tance  w i l l  a t t ach  g rea t  impor tance  to  t he
e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  h i s t o r i c a l  J e z u s  r  p s y c h o l o g i s m
w i l l  d e r i v e  c o n c l u s i v e  e v i d e n c e  f o r  r e l i g i o n  f r o m
p e r s o n a I  e x p e r i e n c e s  a n d  g l f r i n i c m  r . r ' i  I I  i r t d c o
re l isÍous i*portá, ,""-ny* ' l r r"  et i f f i  t ; " ; i  
"1- ; í ;c o n c e r n l n g  q u a n t i t i e s  .
I n  a l l  c a s e s ,  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  a p r i o r i  i s  m a d e
s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l ,  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a n d
e t h i c a l  m e t h o d  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  S c i e n t i f i c  p r i n c i -
p les  howeve r ,  a re  au tonomous  on l y  on  the i r  own
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domain  and no t  ou ts ide  i t ,  o Í t  fo rmula ted  in
o ther  words ,  each pr inc ip le  can t ry  to  in te rpre t
a I l  phenomena,  bu t  the  t ru th  o f  the  conc lus ions
is rèIated to the syste-t--6-r  ob ject language in
wh ich  they  are  pu t .
For  a I l  k inds  o f  exper ience ob ta ins ,  tha t
there  must  f i r s t  be  a  s tandard  or  theory ,  be fore
there  can be  any  ques t ion  o f  exper ience a t  a I I .  A
cr i te r ion  must  be  ava i lab le  on  account  o f  wh ich
we can d is t ingu ish  someth ing  as  exper ience.
Experience does not set up the standard, but the
s tandard  de termines  exper ience.
However,  according to Snethlage, there
cannot  be  any  ques t ion  o f  re l ig ious  exper iences
at  a l l ,  because theo logy  is  no t  an  empi r i ca l ,  bu t
an  idea l i s t i c  sc ience.  Theo logy  is  comparab le  to
Iog ic .  Both  sys tems are  more  or  less  arb i t ra r i l y
fo rmula ted ,  in  wh ich  ideas ,  concepts  and judge-
ments  func t ion  to  regu la te  exper ience.  Theo logy
ascr ibes  a  sense or  purpose to  the  wor ld  o f
exper ience.  Th is  does  no t  comè about r  àS fo r
example  in  the  na tura l  sc iences  or  in  psycho logy ,
by  way o f  cons t i tu t i ve  concepts ,  wh ich  cons t ruc t
the  wor ld  o f  exper ience,  bu t  v ia  regu la t i ve
ideas .  Theo logy  does  no t  ca l l  in to  ex is tence
conten ts  o f  sensat ions ,  bu t  ideas ,  wh i -ch  are
t ranscendenta l  w i th  respec t  to  a l l  Cu l tu re .  A t
the  same t ime,  th is  las t  fea ture  d is t ingu ishes  i t
f rom an oÈher  idea l i s t i c  sc ience,  e th ics ,  wh i -ch
does t ranscend exper ience,  bu t  no t  cu l tu re  and
uses  the  la t te r  as  a  c r i te r ion  to  g ive  a  conten t
t o  m o r a l  o b l i g a t i o n .
Accord ing  to  Sneth lage,  the  subs tan t ia l
in te rpre ta t ion  o f  re l ig ious  ideas ,  fo r  example
the  ad jud ica t ion  o f  an  ex is ten t ia l  be ing  to  'God '
o r  a  h i s t o r i c a l  p l a c e  t o  ' r e v e l a t i o n r ,  i s  s t i l l  a
mythical  procedure, in which the meaning of the
empi r i ca l  wor ld  i s  sought  in  the  empi r i ca l  wor ld
i t s e l  f .  R e l i g i o n ,  w h i c h  t r i e s  t o  a s c r i b e  a
mean ing  or  purpose to  the  wor ld  o f  exper ience,
has  as  a  charac ter is t i c ,  tha t  i t  t ranscends
experience and str ives to become an absolute
rel igion, without using motives from 
- iEEIraT
sc ience or  h is to ry ;  a  re l ig ion ,  whose symbol ism
reconc i les  to  no th ing  bu t  the  reve la t ion  o f
E tern i ty .  ïn  th is  sense,  abso lu te  re l ig ion  is
comparab le  w i th  abso lu te  a r t :  here  too  there  are
no images or meanings which refer to another
d imens ion  o f  unders tand ing ;  symbol  and the
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fund theo logy  a Í
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by  themse lves ,  t
within the metl
psycho logy  o f
soc io logy ,  soc io
f i n a l l y ,  i s  r e l i
cons idered as  a  r
tha t  i s  the  con(
ph i losophy o f  r
t h e o l o g y  p o s s i b L
incor rec t ly  pos€
the  ques t ion  'Hr
o o s s i b l e ? '  .
He car r ies
Cass i re r ,  the  t
Pure Reason to
iÏFTIes-- trrat he
knowledge or a I
cu l tu ra l  an thro I
the structure a
who le  o f  cu l tu ra
Once more I
o f  the  d is t inc t
meta language.  fn
tr ied to say s(
ob jec t language c
in to  the  cond i t i
re l ig ious  judgem
the charac ter is l
meta leve l  we can
language are not
they  are  func t j
which the transÍ
the transformat
descr ibed in  t
meaning thanks
un iversa l  law.  T
o f  p r o c e s s e s .
,  f o r m u  I  a t e d  Í  n
f  r r z  + ^  i  n l -  a r n r a f
- . J  i r r L s r I ,  I  s L
t h e  c o n c l u s i o n s
h i e r - t  I  a  n o r r a  o e  i n
l e  o b t a i n s ,  t h a t
+ l - ^ ^ - . ,  L ^ r ^) r  t ' l t c o r ! r  D e I o r e
3 r i - e n c e  a t  a 1 l .  A
a c c o u n t  o f  w h i c h
a s  e x p e r r e n c e .
. f r n z l r r r l  l - . , , r  r h ^) L q l l u a f  U r  U U L  L I I C
i n e 1 -  h l  a o e  -  t h o l s '
t i , o u s  e x p e r i e n c e s
i  - j  ^ -  t  h U t
l -  q r t  v
i s  í - ó m n Ê r : l r l o  t o
I e s s  a  r b i t r a r i l y
^ ê n + c  r n Á  i , ' À ^ ^ -
J u u Y r) r i e n c e .  T h e o l o g y
: o  t h e  w o r l d  o f
:  a b o u t r  à s  f o r
l r  i  n  n c r z n l _ r a l  n a '
,  
_ , , _ ,  _ 1 1  r
,  w h i c h  c o n s t r u c t
\ r t A  r a o r r l : 1 - i y g'_:_:_:_ **
i n t o  e x i s t e n c e
d e a s ,  w h i c h  a r e
a 1  I  C u l  t u r e .  A t
d  i  s f  i n o r r i  q h e q  i t
e ,  e t h r - c s ,  w h i c h
n o t  c u l t u r e  a n d
: o  g i v e  a  c o n t e n t
t h e  s u b s t a n t i a l
F a -  ^ - - - - 1 e
' e r  I
a  I  b e  i  n g  t o  ' C o d '
t i o n ' ,  i s  s t i l l  a
e  m e a n i n o  o I  t r ) e
:  a m n i r i ^ - l  ' . ' ^ - l d
i  t o  a s c r i b e  a
' l  a f  A v n ó r  i  a n ^ - ,
t  r t  t r a n s c e n d s
o m e  a n  a b s o l  u l e
f s  f r o m  n a t u r a l
w h o s ê  s v m h o l  i  s m
3  r e v e l a t i , o n  o f
r r f e  r e l  i o i o n  t s
r e  t o o  t h e r e  a r e
- e f e r  t o  a n o t h e r
c r z m l - r n l  i n ^  f l
-  ' l e
s y m b o l i z e d  c o i n c i d e .  A s  t h e  m e a n j n g  o f  s y m b o l i s m
o f  a r t  c o n s i s t  s  i n  p r o d u c i n g  b e g l l l y ,  s o  t h e
m e a n i n g  o f  s y m b o l  i s m  o f  r e  i  i  g  i  o n  c o n s i s t s  i n
p r o d u c L n g  r e l j g i o u s n e s s .  T n  r e l i g i o n ,  L h e
e m p i r i c a l  w o i l d  ó b i a i n s  a  n r e a n i n g ,  w h e r e a s  i n
m y t h  a  I  I  m e a n i n g  i s  p 1  a c e d  i n  t h e  e m p j  r  i  c a  l
w o r l o .
W h a t  h a s  b e c o m e  o f  S n e t h l a g e ' s  a t t e m p t  t o
f u n d  t h e o l o g y  a s  a  s c i e n c e ?  I n  h i s  p u r s u r t  o f
a u t o n o m i z i n g  L h e o l o g y ,  h e  h a d  t o  g e t  r i d  o Í  a l l
n n i n 1 - q  n f  r r i c r v -  u r h i c h  h : r z c  r . l r o u n d  I o r  e x j s L C n C ew ! ! v ' ' a
b y  t h e m s e l v e s ,  b u t  w h i c h  o p e r a t e  h e t e r o n o m o u s l y
w i t h r n  t h e  m e t h o d  o f  t h e o l o g y ,  s u c h  a s  t h e
p s y c h o l  o g y  o Í  r e l i g r o n ,  h i s t o r y ,  p h i l o l o g y ,
q o c i  n l  n o r ,  -  q n c  i  n l  n a r '  :  n d  q o  O n  .  W h a  t -  i s  j  e f  t' v Y  Y  I
í i na l  l y ,  as  re I  i g i ous  Apg rng !_+Sg ,  wh  i  ch  canno t  be
c o n s i d e r e d  a s  a  s e t  o f  s c i e n t i f j - c  j u d g e m e n t s ,  f o r
t h a t  i s  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  t o  s e r v e  a s  f a c t u m  o f  t h e
p h i l o s o p h y  o f  r e l i g l o n .  T h e  q u e s t i o n  ' H o w  i s
t h e o l o g y  p o s s i b l e  a s  a  s c i e n c e ? r ,  t u r n s  o u t  t o  b e
i n c o r r e c t l y  p o s e d .  H c n c e  S n e t h l a g e  s w i  t c h e s  L o
t h e  q u c s t i o n  ' H o w  1 s  a  r e l  i g i o u s  v i e w  o f  I  i  t e
p o s s r b l e ? '  .
H e  c a r r i e s  o u t  h e r e ,  r n  l m r t a t i o n  o f  E r n s t
C a s s i r e r ,  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  f r o m  t h e  C r l t i q u e  o f
P u r e  R e a s o n  t o  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f  C u l t u r e .  T h i s
impTIès rhar  he no @ry of
k n o w l e d g e  o r  a  t h e o r y  o f  s c i e n c e ,  b u t  a  k i n d  o f
c u l t u r a l  a n t h r o p o l o g y ,  t h a t  i s  a n  i  n q u i r y  i n t o
t h e  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  f u n c t i o n  o f  r e l i q l o n  i n  t h e
w h o l e  o f  c u l t u r a l  r e a l i t y .
O n c e  m o r e  I  c a n  e l u c i d a t e  t h i s  w i t h  L h e  h e l p
o f  t h e  d r s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  o b j e c t l a n g u a g e  a n d
m e t a l  a n g u a g e .  l n  h i s  o r i g i n a l  q u e s t  j  o n ,  S n e t h  l a g e
t  r  i  c d  t o  s a \ /  q o m a t h  i  n o  c l n  m e t a  l  e v e  I  a b o u  L  L h e
" "  r
o b j e c L l a n g u a g e  o f  r c l i g i o n ,  t h a t  i s  a n  i n q u i r y
i n t o  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  u n d e r  w h i c h  w e  c o u l d  s a y  o f
r ^ l  i  ^  i  ^ , , -  i , , , 1  ^ r 6 p p f  q  I  h a f  r h o r z  n r n r l  t r c o  k n 6 1 ^ 7  l 1 À ^ ar s r  r Y r v u -  J U U Y L  L " - y  F / l  v u u t y  ^ l l u w r c ' u 9 Y ,
t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  e a c h  s c i e n c e .  F r o m  t h a t
m e t a l  e v e l  w e  c a n  s a y  t h a t  t e r m s  f r o m  t h e  o b j e c t -
l a n g u a g e  a r e  n o t  s u b s t a n t i a l  q u a n t i t i e s ,  b u t  t . h a t
t h e y  a r e  f u n c t i o n s  w i t h r n  a  g i  v e n  s y s t e m ,  i n
w h i c h  t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  o f  a n  e l e m e n t  r e s t s  o n
the  t rans fo rma  t i on  o f  ano the r .  The  phenomena
d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  o b j e c t l a n g u a g e  o b L a  i n  t h e i r
m e a n  i  n o  f  h a n k s  t o  t h e i r  d e c l  r r r : i  h i  I  i  t v  f  r o m  a
u n i v e r s a l  1 a w .  T h e  ' t h i n q s '  a r e  r e d u c e d  t o  t e r m s
a f  n r n - ê < a ê q
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Sne th lage  o f t en  sugges ts  i n  h i s  a rgumen ta -
t i ons ,  t ha t  t he  f unc t i ona l  concep t i on  o f  t he
te rms  f rom the  sc ience  o f  r e l i g i on  ( i nc lus i ve  o f
dogmat i cs  )  ,  i s  a  consequence  o f  sc ien t i f i - c
p rog ress ,  by  wh i ch  con ten ts  a re  no  l onge r
p ro jec ted  as  subs tances  i n  na tu re ,  bu t  t he  rea l
c a u s e  i s  m u c h  m o r e  r a d i c a l ,  t h a t  i s  h i s  d e n i a l  o f
t h e  s c i e n c e  o f  r e l i g i o n  a s  a n  e m p i r i c a l  s c i e n c e .
The  subs tan t i a l  r ea l i t y ,  t he  ob jec t  o f  f o r
examp le  na tu ra l  sc ience  and  psycho logy ,  i s  cu t
o f f  by  de f i n i t i on .  He  had  to  do  tha t ,  because  i n
the  o the r  case  the  sc ience  o f  r e l i g i on  wou ld
p roduce  know ledge ,  wh i ch  cou ld  be  p roduced  i n
o the r  sc iences  as  we l I ,  as  a  consequence  o f  wh i ch
i t  wou ld  be  no  l onge r  au tonomous  and  wou ld  no t  be
ab le  t o  ac t  as  a  sepe ra te  sc ience .  The  t ru thva lue
for  example of  judgements about  personal  expe-
r i ences  o f  God  o r  abou t  a  de i t y ,  t o  wh i ch  a
subs tan t i a l  r ea l i t y  i s  asc r i bed ,  i s  de te rm ined
w i th in  na tu ra l  sc ience  and  psycho logy .
Bu t  i f  t he  j udgemen ts  o f  t he  sc ience  o f
re l i g i on  a re  no t  syn the t i c ,  t hey  mus t  be  ana l y -
t i c ,  t he i r  t r u th  depend ing  on  the  mean ing  o f  t he
te rms  used ,  so  t ha t  t he  sc ience  o f  r e l i g i on
a p p e a r s  t o  b e  a  t a u t o l o g i c a l  s y s t e m ,  v í 2 .
dogmat i cs .  Sne th lage  does  no t  pose  the  p rob lem,
but  we can wonder to what  extent  dogmat ics can be
seen  as  an  au tonomous  exp ress ion  o f  cu l t u re .  Fo r
the  j udgemen ts  f r om re l i g i ous  dogmat i cs  can  be
fo rmu la ted  too  fo r  examp le  w i t h in  t he  a r t  o f
poe t r y .
Besides the heteronomous character  of
t h e o l o g y ,  t h e  n o n - c r i t i c i z a b i l i t y  ( b e c a u s e  o f  i t s
t a u t o l o g i c a l  c h a r a c t e r )  i s  t h e  c a u s e  o f  i t s  n o n -
s c i e n t i f i c  c h a r a c t e r .
S n e t h l a g e ' s  t r a n s i t i o n  f r o m  t h e  C r i t i q u e  o f
Pu re  Reason  to  t he  C r i t i que  o f  Cu l t u re ,  i s  a
t - rE iE iT ï6 i - f  r omsc ien i l f f i  i f  e . rn
t h i s  \ ^ /ay  he  í s  ab le  t o  es tab l i sh  a  connec t i on
be tween  ch r i s t i an i t y  and  commun ism.  He  con t i nues
to  de fend  the  ch r i s t i an  mo t i ves ,  wh i ch  asc r i be  t o
cul ture a meaning or  a f  i - iá1- !6a1,  but  he re jects
the  ch r i s t i an  ,  wh i ch
res t s  on  the  subs tan t i a l  i n te rp re ta t i - on  o f  t he
mo t i ves .  These  mo t i ves .  he  supposes  to  recogn i ze
in  t he  commun is t  v i ew  o f  l i f e .  I n  t h i s ,  t he
es tab l i shmen t  o f  a  new o rde r  and  a  new mank ind  i s
ca l l ed  f o r .  The  re l i g i ous  na tu re  o f  commun ism
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appears  f r om the  fac t ,  t ha t  i t  p l aces  i t se l f  a t
t he  se rv i ce  o f  some th ing  i t  sanc t i f i es ,  i n  wh i ch
í t  be l i eves  and  wh ich  be l i e f  i t  knows  to  be
supported by a communi ty .
The re fo re  t he  con t rad i c t i on  o f  a the i s t i c
commun ism as  a  re l i g i on  i s  on l y  on  the  su r face .
Moreove r ,  acco rd ing  to  Sne th lage  commun ism on l y
comba ts  t he  my th i ca l  wo r l d  .  o f  r ep resen ta t i on  o f
r e l i g i o n ,  w i t h  w h i c h  i t  c a n  b e  s e e n  i t s e l f  a s  a
s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h a t  r e l i g i o n .  A t h e i s m ,  i n  t h e
sense  o f  a  comba t i ng  o f  subs tan t i a l  I y  i n te rp re ted
gods ,  does  no t  exc lude  an  i dea l i s t i c  t he i sm.
Wi th  rega rd  t o  po l i t i c s  t oo ,  Sne th lage  has
posed  the  ques t i on  how i t  i s  poss ib le  as  a
s c i e n c e .  P o l i t i c s  s e t s  i t s e l f  o u t  t o  a c h i e v e  a
harmonious society and g ives an ans\^rer  to  the
ques t i on  how peop le  gggh !  t o  t h i nk ,  t o  w i l l  and
t o  a c t .  F o r  p o l i t i c s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  o t h e r  s c i e n c e s ,
i t  i s  a  ru le  t ha t  i t  shou ld  be  a imed  a t  c rea t i ng
un i t y ,  o rde r  and  ha rmony  i n  a  mu l t i t ude  o f
phenomena .  The  i dea  o f  r soc ie t y '  can  be  e labo ra -
t e d  a s  p r e c i s e l y  a s  t h e  i d e a  o f  ' n a t u r e ' .  I n  t h e
f i e l d  o f  p o l i t i c s  t o o ,  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  t r u t h
o f  i t s  j udgemen ts  mus t  be  answered  by  expe r t s .
Consequen t l y ,  t he  po l i t i ca l  expe r tness  does  no t
I i e  i n  t he  i ndependen t  and  i nd i v i dua l i s t i c
j udg ing  o f  peop le .  Acco rd ing  to  Sne th lage ,  t he
cha rac te r i s t i c  o f  ou r  modern  cu l t u re  i s  t ha t  man
knows  to  accep t  au tho r i t i es  on  a I I  so r t s  o f
p r o v i n c e s .  A s  i n  s c i e n c e ,  p o l i t i c a l  e x p e r t s  c a n
d i scuss  f ru i t f u l l y ,  because  they  have  the  same
po in t  o f  depa r tu re  and  the  same goa l s  and  they
employ the same method.  This is  contrasted wi th
bou rgeo i s  democracy ,  wh i ch  i s  no t  cha rac te r i zed
by  sc ien t i f i c  me thods  o f  d i scuss ion ,  bu t  o f t en  by
p a r t y  s t r i f e  r e s o l v e d  o n  i r r a t i o n a l  g r o u n d s .
S c i e n t i f i c  p o l i t i c s  i s  o n l y  p o s s i b l e  w h e n  o n e
P a r t y  a c t s ,  w h i c h r  ê s  e a c h  s c i e n c e ,  c r i t i c i z e s
i t s e l f  a n d  b y  d o i n g  s o  i s  p a r t y  i n  o f f i c e  a n d
oppos i t i on  a t  t he  same t ime .
I n  f a c t ,  S n e t h l a g e r s  c r i t i c i s m  o f  W e s t e r n
democracy  i s ,  t ha t  i n  t h i s  no t  expe r t i se  dec ides
abou t  t he  t r u thva lue  o f  t heo r i es ,  no t  a  po l i t i ca l
n o r m ,  b u t  a n  a c c i d e n t a l  e m p i r i c a l  q u a n t i t y ,  v í 2 .
a  na jo r i t y .  Emp i r i ca l  democ racv  shou ld  be
rep laced  by  a  no rma t i ve  l ogoc racy .  I n  Sne th lage ' s
op in ion ,  t h i s  l ogoc racy  has  been  more  o r  l ess
r e a l i z e d  i n  t h e  S o v i e t  U n i o n .  T h e  s p e c i a l  q u a l i t y
o f  Sne th laqe ' s  de fence  o f  p rac t i ca l  commun ism
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t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f
i t :  no t  a  marx i s t  ph i l osophy ,  bu t  a  kan t i an
s e r v e s  a s  a  b a s i s  f o r  t h i s .
Sne th lage ' s  t heo ry  abou t  t he  l ogoc racy
depends  on  the  co r rec tness  o f  h i s  ana logy  be tween
sc ience  and  po l i - t i c s .  I n  my  op in ion  howeve r ,  t h i s
compar i son  i s  i nco r rec t .  He  ad jud i ca tes  cha rac te -
r i s t i cs  t o  t he  l ogoc ra t i c  f o rm  o f  gove rnmen t ,
w h i c h  a r e  n o t  d u e  t o  i t ,  b e c a u s e  o f  S n e t h l a g e ' s
m isconcep t i on  o f  sc ience .  Sne th lage  supposes ,
tha t  t he  h i s to ry  o f  sc ience  can  be  recons t ruc ted
r a t i o n a l l y .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  h i m ,  s c i e n c e  i s  a
p r o g r e s s i v e ,  i n f i n i t e  p r o c e s s r '  i n  w h i c h  o n e
theo ry  i s  a lways  rep laced  by  a  more  comprehens i ve
one .  Sc ience  i s  a imed  a t  un j - t y ,  cons i s tency  and
u n i v e r s a  I i t y .
Howeve r ,  t hese  th ree  keyno t i ons  a re  ne i t he r
i n  no rma t i ve ,  no r  i n  desc r i p t i ve  sense  re levan t
t o  a  d e f i n i t e  s c i e n c e .  T h e  o b j e c t  o f  s c i e n c e  i s
no t  p roduc ing  a  cons i s ten t  se t  o f  t heo r i es ,  and
the  ex i s t i ng  se t  o f  any  emp i r i ca l  sc ience  su re l y
does  no t  cons t i t u te  a  cons i s ten t  who le .  On  the
c o n t r a r y ,  S n e t h l a g e ' s  c r j - t e r i a  a r e  a p p l i c a b l e  t o
theo r i es .  A  t heo ry  t r i es  t o  c rea te  un i t v  i n  a
con ,s i s ten t  manner ,  i n  t he  chaos  o f  phenomóna ,  by
reduc ing  them in  t e rms  o f  a  un i ve rsa l  p r í nc ip le .
Such  a  t heo ry  may  be  cons i s ten t  w i t h  o the r
theo r i es ,  bu t  t ha t  i s  no  cond i t i on  and ,  when  i t
c o n c e r n s t w e l l - k n o w n t p h e n o m e n a ,  w i l l  e v e n  b e
incons i s ten t  w i t h  t he  o ld  t heo ry  wh i ch  accoun ts
fo r  t hose  phenomena .  The re fo re ,  t he  h i s to ry  o f
sc ience  as  a  who le  can  be t te r  be  desc r i bed  as  a
conca tena t i on  o f  mu tua l l y  pa r t l y  cons i s ten t ,
pa r t l y  i ncons i s ten t  t heo r i es .  And  o f t en  the
incons i s tenc ies  a re  re levan t  f o r  t he  deve lopmenr
o f  s c i e n c e .
The re fo re  t he  un i t y  and  un i ve rsa l - i t y ,  wh i ch
S n e t h l a g e  w a n t s  t o  r e a l i z e  i n  a  p a r t y - l i n e ,  i s
a t t a i ned  by  f ound ing  onese l f  on  a  cons i s ten t
theo ry  and  no t  on  a  sc ience ,  o r  a  se t  o f  o f t en
l ru tua f  f  y  i ncons i s ten t  
-Eheo r i es .  
A  concep t  wh i ch
r e f l e c t s  S n e t h l a g e ' s  p o i n t  o f  v i e w  b e t t e r ,  i s
pa rad ígm in  Kuhn ' s  sense :  t he  who le  o f  concep -
tua l ,  t heo re t i ca l ,  i ns t rumen ta l  and  me thodo log i -
ca l  commj - tmen ts  o f  a  de f i n i t e  commun i t y ,  i n  t h i s
case  the  one  Pa r t y  i n  t he  l ogoc racy .  Fo r  a
pa rad igma t i c  commun i t y  i s  va l i d  wha t  Sne th lage
asc r i bes  i nco r rec t l y  t o  t he  sc ien t i s t s  i n
gene ra l :  consensus  abou t  me thod  and  reasonab le -
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Acco rd ing  to  Sne th lage '  we  can  on l y  d i scuss
f  ru i t f  u11y when r^ /e have the same point  of
departure and the same goals and when \^ /e employ
the same method of  th ink ing.  Where these are
lack ing,  we can put  the one opin ion next  to  the
o the r ,  bu t  no t  rea l l y  d i scuss .  Howeve r '  t he
desc r i p t i on  o f  pa r t y - s t r i f e  i n  a  democracy
men t i oned  be fo re ,  i s  a l so  a  desc r i p t i on  o f  t he
str i f  e  between the several  paradigrms in one
sc ience .  Sc ien t i s t s  usua l l y  a re  no t  ou t  t o
deve lop  new theo r i es  and  acco rd ing  to  Kuhn ,  t hey
o f ten  a re  i n to le ran t  w i t h  respec t  t o  new theo r i es
o f  o t h e r s .
I t t s  t he  ve ry  f ac t  o f  dev ia t i ng  f r om the
paradigm accepted by the communi ty ,  which is  made
imposs ib le  i n  a  l ogoc racy .  The re fo re  i t  i s  no t  a
Iogoc racy ,  bu t  a  democracy r  i n  wh i ch  more  pa r t i es
func t i on  wh i ch  a re  comba t i ng  each  o the r ,  wh i ch  i s
ana logous  to  a  sc ience  i n  wh i ch  the re  ex i s t s  more
pa rad igms  tha t  a re  comba t i ng  one  ano the r .
One  o f  t he  p resuppos i t i ons  o f  Sne th lage ' s
ph i l osophy  o f  po l i t i c s  i - s  t he  assumpt ion  o f  t he
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  s c i e n c e  o f  e t h i c s ,  w h i c h  m a y
i n t r o d u c e  i n  m a n k i n d ' s  w i I I  a n d  a c t i n g  a  u n i t y ,
c o n s i s t e n c y  a n d  u n i v e r s a l i t y .  T h i s  i m p l i e s ,  t h a t
e th i cs  does  no t  cons t i t u te  a  b ranch  o f  ph i l oso -
phy ,  bu t  i s  t r ea ted  as  an  au tonomous  sc ience .
Consequen t l y ,  when  he  dea l s  w i t h  e th i cs ,  he
speaks  the  me ta language  o f  ph i l osophy ,  and  hence
canno t  g i ve  conc re te  e th i ca l  con ten ts ,  bu t  he  can
s ta te  t he  cond i t i ons  on  wh ich  e th i cs  i s  poss ib le
as  a  sc ience  and  ana l yse  i t s  s t ruc tu re  and
appa ra tus  o f  concep ts .
A c c o r d i n g  t o  S n e t h l a g e ,  a n  a c t i o n  i t s e l f  i s
nei ther  good nor  bad,  but  only  i -n the f ramework
o f  a  de f i n i t e  s i t ua t i on  o f  wh i ch  tha t  ac t i on
f o r m s  a n  i n d i s s o l u b l e  e l e m e n t .  T h e  s i t u a t i o n  d o e s
no t  p rov ide  an  e th i ca l  no rm i t se l f ,  bu t  does
a f f e c t  t h e  p r a c t i c a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s .  H e n c e
he  i n te rp re t s  Kan t  r s  mora l  l aw  s i t ua t i ona l  l y :
'Ac t  as  i f  t he  p r i nc ip les ,  by  wh i ch  you  a re
gu ided  i n  t h i s  un ique  case ,  may  become the
founda t i ons  o f  a  un i ve rsa l  1aw .  Ac t  ob jec t i ve l y
i n  you r  sub jec t i ve  case  and  i n  con fo rm i t y  w i t h
t h e  i d e a  o f  u n i t y  o f  t h e  w i l l  o f  m a n k i n d !
The  ob jec t  o f  t h i s  l aw  i s  t o  gua ran tee  the
un i t y ,  cons i s tency  and  un i ve rsa l i t y  o f  human
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ac t i ng .  The  c r i t e r i on  f o r  good  and  ev i l  cons i s t s
o f  t he  ques t i on  whe the r  t he  p r i nc ip le  o r  max im ,
to  wh i ch  a  de f i n i t e  ac t i on  can  be  reduced ,  i n  t he
case  o f  e l eva t i on  t o  a  un i ve rsa l  l aw ,  does  o r
d o e s  n o t  I e a d  t o  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s .
My  ob jec t i on  i s ,  t ha t  t h i s  c r i t e r i on  i s  no t
pu re l y  f o rma l .  The  te rms  o f  t he  max ims ,  a f t e r
be ing  t rans la ted  i n to  a  un i ve rsa l  l aw ,  mus t  f i r s t
b e  v a l u e d  e t h i c a l l y  b e f o r e  w e  a r e  a b l e  t o
asce r ta in  i f  some th ing  i s  good  o r  ev i l .  Some
max ims  w i l l  l ead  to  l og i ca l  i ncons i s tenc ies  (and
w i l l  n o t  b e  v a l i d  j u s t  b e c a u s e  t h a t ) ,  w h i l e
o the rs ,  a l t hough  they  don r t  l ead  to  l og i ca l
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s ,  s t i l l  p r o v e  t o  b e  i n v a l i d ,
because  the re  appea r  t o  ex i s t  i ncons i s tenc ies
be tween  the  i n te rp re ta t i ons  o r  de f i n i t i ons  o f  t he
con ten t  o f  t he  t e rms  used .
The  ve ry  va lua t i on  o f  t he  con ten t  o f  ce r ta in
concep ts  re fe rs  t o  an  e th i ca l  no rm,  wh i ch  i s
a l ready  ac t i ve  be fo re  t he  mora l  l aw  ca l l s  us  t o
t h e  f o r m a l  S o I l e n .  S n e t h l a g e  w r o n g l y  a s s u m e s  t h a t
some concepE-s harre an absolute meaning,  indepen-
den t  f r om a  sys tem.  The re fo re  t he  e th i ca l
i ncons i s tenc ies  wh i ch  he  s igna l i zes  i n  some
max ims ,  a re  no t  a  resu l t  o f  one  i n te rna l l y
i n c o n s i s t e n t  s y s t e m ,  b u t  o f  a  c o l l i s i o n  b e t w e e n
h is  sys tem and  tha t  o f  ano the r .
Sne th lage  h /an ts  t o  re la te  t he  e th i ca l
j udgemen t  exp l i c i t l y  t o  ac t i ons  and  no t  t o  t he
d i spos i t i on  wh i ch  i s  a t  t he  roo t  o f  t hese
ac t i ons .  The  l as t  op t i on  has  been  chosen  by
Gera rd  Heymans .  Heymans  wan ts  t o  t r ace  a  un i ve r -
s a l  e t h i c a l  c r i t e r i o n ,  v i a  t h e  e m p i r i c - a n a l y t i c a l
method.  For  that  purpose an inqui ry  in to the
manner  i n  wh i ch  peop le  j udge  e th i ca l l y ,  i s
n e c e s s a r y ,  t o  d i s c o v e r  p o s s i b l e  r e g u l a r i t i e s .  W e
can  gene ra l i ze  t o  an  ac tua l  un i ve rsa l  j udgemen t
o f  va lue ,  o Í l  t he  bas i s  o f  an  ac tua l  number  o f
p a r t i c u l a r  j u d g e m e n t s  o f  v a I u e .  T h i s  u n i v e r s a l
j udgemen t  o f  va lue  may  func t i on  as  an  e th i ca l
c r i t e r i o n .  N o w  H e y m a n s ' s  h y p o t h e s i s  s a y s ,  t h a t
t h i s  e t h i c a l  p r i n c i p l e  o r  c r i t e r i o n  l i e s  i n  t h e
o b j e c t i v i t v  ( i n  o t h e r  w o r d s  i n  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n )
o f  t h e  a c t i n g  p e r s o n .
Sne th lage  has  two  ob jec t i ons  t o  t h i s  t heo ry .
F i r s t l y  t ha t  t he  e th i cs  o f  d i spos i t i on  w rong l y
assumes  tha t  t he  d i spos i t i on  i s  known  su f f i c i en t -
I y  t o  be  ab le  t o  f r ame  the  p rope r  ob jec t  o f  an
e t h i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  S n e t h l a g e ,
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modern psychology proves that  the mot ives on the
g round  o f  wh i ch  somebody  ac t s '  can  ha rd l y  be
d i scove red ,  and  the i r  pu r i t y  can  a lways  be  ca I l ed
i n  q u e s t i o n .
Fu r the r  Sne th lage  asse r t s ,  t ha t  i f  \ de  speak
o f  t he  d i spos i t i on  o r  cha rac te r  as  t he  'mo t i ve '
o f  an  ac t i on ,  h /e  use  the  causa l  p r i nc ip le  o f
j udgemen t .  Th i s  p r i nc ip le  i nd i ca tes  t o  t he
ind i v i dua l  phenomena  the i r  ob jec t i ve  p lace  i n
t ime  and  asc r i bes  to  t ha t  supposed  beg inn ing  a
spec ia l  mean ing .  De te rm in i sm howeve r ,  does  no t
know such  a  beg inn ing ,  f o r  t he  mo t i ve  t oo  i s
d e t e r m i n e d .  I t ' s  o n l y  a  m o m e n t  i n  a n  i n f i n i t e
cha in  and  i s  mo t i va ted  i t se l f  t oo .  Hence  the re  i s
no  sense  i n  d i rec t i ng  t he  mora l  j udgemen t  t o  t h i s
spec ia l  momen t ,  t o  t he  exc lus ion  o f  a l I  o the r
pa r t s  o f  t he  cha in .  E th i cs  i s  no t  conce rned  w i th
the  o r i g i n  o f  an  ac t i on ,  bu t  w i t h  i t s  con ten t .
I n  m y  o p i n i o n ,  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  t o  g o  a g a i n s t
Heymans ' s  emp i r i ca l  i nqu i r y  i n to  t he  regu la r i - t i es
o f  t he  mora l  j udgemen ts  o f  peop le .  I  do  have
ob jec t i ons  t o  t he  subs tan t i a l  adv i ce  he  g i ves  us ,
t ha t  i s  t o  be  ob jec t i ve  i n  ou r  mora l  conduc t .
Here we are confronted wi th the problem of  the
un i ve rsa l i t y  o f  mora l  j udgemen ts  o r  sys tems ,  bu t
tha t  ob ta ins  f o r  any  e th i cs  as  rega rds  con ten t ,
wh i ch  i s  l i nked  up  w i th  t he  cha rac te r  o f  t hose
judgemen ts .  S ince  mora l  j udgemen ts  a re  no t
emp i r i ca l ,  we  have  to  cons ide r  t hem as  tau to lo -
g ies .  Ano the r  poss ib i l i t y  i s  t o  reduce  emp i r i ca l
s ta temen ts  t o  no rma t i ve  s ta temen ts ,  and  no t  t he
reve rse r  àS  has  somet imes  been  t r i ed  i n  t he
h i s to ry  o f  ph i l osophy .  Emp i r i ca l  s ta temen ts  a re
on l y  hypo theses  and  l ack  t he  ce r ta in t y  wh i ch  they
o f ten  sugges ts  t o  possess .  As  the  t ru th  o f
ana l y t i ca l  o r  mora l  s ta temen ts  i s  qua ran teed  by
the i r  deduc ib i l i t y  f r om the  accep ted  ax ioms  o r
p resuppos i t i ons  r  so  t he  t ru th  o f  emp i r i ca l
s ta temen ts  i s  ensu red  by  t he i r  deduc ib i l i t y  f r om
a  un i ve rsa l  l aw  o r  t heo ry .  The  d i f f e rence  be tween
s ta temen ts  i n  t h i s  \ 47ay  cons i s t s  i n  a  d i f f e rence
i n  d e g r e e  o f  c r i t i c i z a b i l i t y .
The quest ion can be posed what  k ind of
re la t i on  t he re  ex i s t s  be tween  po l i t i c s  and
e th i cs .  I n  my  op in i -on ,  e th i cs  may  be  reduced  to
p o l i t i c s ,  i n  w h i c h  a l l  a c t i o n s  a r e  i n  p r i n c i p l e
p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n s ,  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  m u s t  b e  r e g u l a -
ted  by  t he  s ta te .  O r  po l i t i c s  may  be  reduced  to
e t h i c s ,  i n  w h i c h  a I l  a c t i o n s  a r e  i n d i v i d u a l
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a c t i o n s ,  i n  w h i c h  s h o u l d  b e  i n t e r f e r e d  a s  l i t t l e
a s  p o s s i b l e .
Sne th lage  de fends  the  fo rmer  ve rs i_on ,  on  the
g round  o f  t he  suppos i t i on  o f  t he  poss ib i l i t y  o f  a
mora l  sc ience ,  wh i ch  i s  d i rec ted  a t  t he  un i t y  o f
t he  ac t i ng  o f  mank ind .  No t  on l y  t he  ac t i ons  o f
one and the same indiv idual  must  be in  harmony
w i th  each  o the r ,  bu t  a l so  t he  ac t i ons  o f  one
ind i v i dua l  w i t h  t hose  o f  ano the r  i nd i v i dua t .
W i t h  t h e  h e l p  o f  t h e  c o n c e p t  ' f r e e d o m , ,  I
can  fu r the r  e luc ida te  t he  re la t i on  be tween  e th i cs
a n d  p o l i t i c s .  I n  S n e t h l a g e , s  p h i l o s o p h y ,  t h e r e  i s
no  ques t i on  o f  f r eedom in  a  s i t ua t i on  i n  wh i ch
the re  i s  no  soc ia l  and  po l i t i ca l  o rde r i ng ,
because  he re  eve ryone  makes  h i s  own  Iaws .  The
consequence  o f  t h i s  i s  t ha t  t he  se t  o f  l aws  o f
a l l  i nd i v i dua l s  w i l l  be  he te rogeneous  and
i n c o n s i s t e n t ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  m a n y  c o l l i s i o n s
be tween  the  ac t i ons  o f  peop le .
I n  t h i s  v i s i on ,  f r eedom does  no t  unde r l i e  a
sys tem,  bu t  has  to  be  gene ra ted  by  t ha t  syscem,
v ia  t he  regu la t i on  o f  t he  ac t i ons  o f  i nd i v i dua l s .
Acco rd ing  to  Sne th lage ,  t he  conc lus i ve  c r i t e r i on
has  to  be  the  ques t i on  o f  t r u th ,  w i t h  rega rd  t o
the  con ten t  o f  t hose  ru les  o r  l aws .  I n  respec t  o f
vent i -TáEIng opin ions and perpetrat ing aLt ions,
t he  l im i t  o f  t o l e ra t i on  has  to  be  subo rd ina te  ro
the  ques t i on  o f  t r u th  and  no t  v i ce  ve rsa .  Th i s
means ,  t ha t  op in ions  and  ac t i ons  a re  no t  a l l owed
to  be  p rac t i sed ,  i f  t he i r  f a l sehood  o r  badness  i s
e s t a b l i s h e d .  I n  S n e t h l a g e ' s  t e r m s :  t h e  u n c e r t a i n -
t y  o f  t he  bou rgeo i s  democracy  has  to  be  rep laced
by  the  ce r ta in t y  o f  t he  l ogoc racy .  Reduc ing
e t h i c s  i n t o  p o l i t i c s  r e s u l t s  i n  s u b j e c t i n g
op in ions  and  ac t i ons  t o  un i f o rm  p r i nc ip les ,  i n
o rde r  t o  sa t i s f y  t he  cond i t i ons  o f  un i t y  and
c o n s i s t e n c y .
The  oppos i t e  po in t  o f  v i ew  has  been  uphe ld
among  o the rs  by  Robe r t  Noz i ck :  po l i t i c s  i s
deduced  f rom e th i cs .  E th i cs  de te rm ines  the  l im i t s
o f  po l i t i c s .  F rom the  s ta te  o f  na tu re ,  t ha t  i s
the  s i t ua t i on  as  i t  wou ld  be  w i thou t  any  fo rm o f
gove rnmen t ,  he  d i s t i l s  t he  r i gh t s  o f  t he  i nd i v i -
dua l  human  be ing  and  these  func t i on  as  a  c r i t e -
r i on  i n  o rde r  t o  j udge  the  po l i t i ca t  s ta te .  These
r i gh t s  can  on l y  be  respec ted  i n  a  m in ima l  s ta te ,
which of f ers the cit izens proEeEETon--f ro-m
v i o l e n c e ,  r o b b e r y ,  f r a u d ,  e t c .  I n  t h i s  s t a t e
the re  i s  no  room fo r  a  red i s t r i bu t i on  o f  i ncome
2 6 0
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In  t h i s  v -
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the amount  of  :
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between eth ics ;
t ha t  i t  i s  no t
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v i e w s ,  b u t  t o  r (
w i t h  avo idance
o f  i t s  members .
t o  p o l i t i c s  h a s
ca l  sys tem may
the f reedom of
expense of  anot ,
no t  t he  case .
My  c r i t i c .
N o z i c k ' s ,  c o n c e l
p o s s e s s  r i g h t s
d o n ' t  p o s s e s s
r i g h t s .  T h e s e  c
r a l '  o r  t h i s t o r
d i s t r i bu ted  i n
ag reemen t .  Pu tL i
i nd i v i dua l  ove t
des i reab le  pe rh t
( a s  N o z i c k  w a n t s
I n  a l l  c a s e s
i n d i v i d u a l  I i b e r
I ' d  l i k e  t
w i t h  t he  conc (
ques t i on  o f  t r t
men ts ,  so  t he re
of  f reedom wi t .
o the rw ise  these
N o z i c k ' s  r t
a  f u r t he r  conse (
seve ra l  i nd i v i<
ind i v i dua l  r esS
t . e r f e r e d  a s  l i t t l e
e r  ve rs ion ,  on  the
e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a
:d  a t  t he  un i t y  o f
' .y  the act ionJ of
rs t  be in  harmony
:  ac t i ons  o f  onê
r  i n d i v i d u a l .
i ep t .  
, f r eedom '  
,  I
r on  be tween  e th i cs
L losophy ,  t he re  i s
i t ua t i on  i n  wh i ch
. i t i c a l  o r d e r i n g ,
i s  own  Iaws .  The
e  se t  o f  l aws  o f
e te rogeneous  and
m a n y  c o l l i s i o n s
es  no t  unde r l i e  a
i  by  t ha t  sys tem,
r s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s .
c l u s i v e  c r i t e r i o n
) ,  w i t h  rega rd  t o
.ws .  I n  respec t  o f
: t r a t i n g  a c t i o n s ,
be  subo rd ina te  t o
v i c e  v e r s a .  T h i s
;  a re  no t  a l l owed
ood  o r  badness  i s
s :  t he  unce r ta in -
r s  t o  be  rep laced
oc racy .  Reduc inq
i n .  s u b j e c t i n {
n  p r i n c i p l e s ,  i n
l s  o f  un i t y  and
.  
has  been  uphe ld
: k :  p o l i t i c s  i s
:m ines  the  l im i t s
na tu re ,  t ha t  i s
:hout  any form of
s  o f  t h e  i n d i v i -
[ i on  as  a  c r i t e -
. ca1  s ta te .  These
a [l_!i_rnê] srate,) ro tec t l on  f r om
f n  t h i s  s t a t e
rut ion of  income
and wea l th ,  because th is  wou ld  mean a  v io la t ion
on the  r igh ts  o f  some ind iv idua ls .
In  th is  v is ion ,  the  prob lem o f  f reedom is
jus t  the  reverse  o f  Sneth lage 's  idea.  Here  man
stands in the state of nature with a maximum of
f reedom and sur renders  some o f  th is  as  soon as
the  s ta te  ob ta ins  spec i f  ied  po \^ rers .  Wi th  th is ,
the  amount  o f  ind iv idua l  respons ib i l i t y  fo r  the
so lu t ion  o f  mora l  and soc ia l  p rob lems runs
p a r a I l e l .
My ob jec t ions  to  Sneth lagers  theor ies  about
e th ics  and po l i t i cs  have a l ready  been fo rmula ted :
h is  mora l  c r i te r ion  is  no t  pure ly  fo rmal  and h is
po l i t i ca l  ph i losophy runs  ashore  on  an  i -ncor rec t
ana logy  o f  sc ience.  Wi th  regard  to  the  re la t ion
between e th ics  and po l i t i cs ,  my po in t  o f  v iew is ,
tha t  i t  i s  no t  the  bus iness  o f  po l i - t i cs  to  remove
poss ib le  incons is tenc ies  be tween var ious  mora l
v iews,  bu t  to  regu la te  the  ac t ions  o f  a  communi ty
w i th  avo idance o f  co l l i s ions  be tween the  ac t ions
of  i t s  members .  Sneth lage 's  reduc t ion  o f  e th ics
to  po l i t i cs  has  as  a  consequence '  tha t  a  po l i t i -
ca l  sys tem may in te r fe re ,  no t  on ly  there  where
the  f reedom o f  ac t ion  o f  the  one is  a t  the
expense o f  another ,  bu t  a lso  there  where  tha t  i s
n o t  t h e  c a s e .
My c r i t i c ism o f  the  oppos i te  pos i t ion '
N o z i c k ' s ,  c o n c e r n s  h i s  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  m a n  s h o u l d
possess  r igh ts  in  the  s ta te  o f  na ture .  Peop le
d o n r t  p o s s e s s  r i g h t s ,  b u t  a p p r o p r i a t e  t h e i r
r igh ts .  These cannot  be  leg i t imat ized  by  rna tu-
r a l '  o r  ' h i s t o r i - c a I '  d e d u c t i o n s ,  b u t  h a v e  t o  b e
d is t r ibu ted  in  a  cons t i t iona l  s ta te ,  bY h /ay  o f
agreement .  Put t ing  the  'na tura l '  advantage o f  one
ind iv idua l  over  another  under  res t ra in t ,  i s
des i - reab le  perhaps  no t  on ly  on  a  phys ica l  Ieve I( a s  N o z i c k  w a n t s ) .  b u t  a l s o  o n  a n  e c o n o m i c  l e v e l .
ïn  a I l  cases  in f r ingement  o f  some pre tended
ind iv idua l  I iber t ies  and r igh ts  i s  conun i t ted .
I 'd  l i ke  to  compare  the  concept  o f  f reedom
with the concept of t ruth. As there is no
quest ion  o f  t ru th  w i thout  theor ies  and s ta te -
ments ,  so  there  is  no  ques t ion  o f  f reedom or  want
o f  f reedom wi thout  sys tems and ru les ,  because
otherw ise  these pred ica tes  cannot  be  pred ica ted .
N o z i c k ' s  r e d u c t i o n  o f  p o l i t i c s  t o  e t h i c s  h a s
a fu r ther  consequence,  tha t  mat te rs  wh ich  concern
severa l  ind iv idua ls  a re  wrong ly  le f t  to  the
ind iv idua l  respons ib i l i t y r  so  tha t  ind iv idua ls
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become dependen t  on  .each  o the r r s  mora l  p l easu re .
F ina l l y  an  a t t emp t  t o  c rea te  a  sys tem can  be
made ,  i n  wh i ch  peop le  a re  dep r i ved  o f  t he  chance
to  cu l t i va te  a  qua l i t y  a t  t he  cos t  o f  o the rs .
Th i s  amoun ts  t o  f i nd ing  a  ba lance  be tween  e th i cs
and  po l i t i c s .  John  Raw ls  i s  t r y i ng  t o  do  some-
t h i n g  I i k e  t h a t .  H o w e v e r ,  h i s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  r e s t s
on  a  pe t i t i o  p r i nc ip i i .  I n  t he  hypo the t i ca l
o rde r ,  i n  wh i ch  ra t i ona l  human  be ings  mus t  choose
i n  a  r a t i o n a l  m a n n e r  t h e  p i n c i p l e s  o f  j u s t i c e ,
t hose  d i s t i nc t i ons  a re  j us t  w iped  ou t  wh i ch  a re
respons ib le  f o r  t he  i nequa l i t i es  be tween  peop le ,
w i t h  wh i ch  j us t i ce  i s  a l ready  done  be fo re  i t s
p r i nc ip les  have  been  chosen .
In  my  op in ion ,  t heo r i es  and  sys tems  canno t
be  j us t i f i ed  ap r i o r i ,  bu t  t hey  have  to  j us t i f y
themse lves  i n  t he i r  f unc t i on ing .
F i n a l l y ,  S n e t h l a g e  h a s  o c c u p i e d  h i m s e l f  w i t h
the  ques t i on  as  t o  whe the r  an  ob jec t i ve  h i s to r i o -
g r a p h y  i s  p o s s i b l e .  H e  r e j e c t s  t h e  v i s i o n  i n
wh ich  th i - s  i s  no t  poss ib le  because  the  wr i t i ng
sub jec t  can  neve r  be  e l im ina ted .  Moreove r  t h i s
psycho log i ca l  a rgumen t  ob ta ins  f o r  any  sc ien t i f i c
t heo ry .  An  ob jec t i ve  h i s to r i og raphy  does  no t  t ake
p l a c e  i f  t h e  s u b j e c t  h a s  b e e n  e t i m i n a t e d ,  i t  i s
no t  dependen t  on  ex t rasc ien t i f i c  o r  pe rsona l
f ac to rs ,  bu t  on  the  cha rac te r i s t i cs  o f  t he
h i s t o r i c a l  t h e o r y  i t s e l f :  n a m e l y  t h e  q u e s t i o n  a s
to  whe the r  i t  i s  capab le  o f  c rea t i ng  l og i ca l
u n i t y ,  s i m p l i c i t y  a n d  v a l i d i t y  o f  c o h e r e n c e .
The  p rope r t y  o f  t he  sc ience  o f  h i s to ry  as
we I I ,  t ha t  i t  a lways  se lec t s  and  i n te rp re t s  t he
f a c t s ,  i s  n o t  t y p i c a l  f o r  t h i s  s c i e n c e ,  b u t  i s
v a l i d  f o r  a l l  s c i e n c e s .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  S n e t h l a g e ,
fac t s  can  
-o i l y  
be  se lec ted  i n  t he  l i gh t  o f
t heo r i es .  The  sc iences  a re  cons t ruc ted  bv  wav  o f
ap r i o r i  s tanda rds  and  c r i t e r i a
Sne th lage ' s  rep l y  t o  t he  a rgumen t  t ha t  l aws
o f  h i s t o r y  c a n n o t  b e  f o r m u l a t e d ,  b e c a u s e  h i s t o r i -
c a I  c a u s a l i t y  i s  i n d e f i n i t e ,  a s  c o n t r a s t e d  w i t h
p h y s i c a l  c a u s a l i t y  ( h i s t o r i c a l  e v e n t s  d o n ' t
r epea t  t hemse lves  )  ,  i s  t ha t  o f  phys i ca l  phenomena
too i t  can be said to some extent  that  they never
repea t  t hemse lves .
In  my  op in ion ,  t h i s  i s  an  unsa t i s fac to ry
answer .  The  ex i s tence  o f  seve ra l  sys tems  o f
j udgemen t  s i de  by  s i de  does  no t  b r i ng  abou t
p r o b l e m s  i n  C r i t i c a l  I d e a l _ í s m .  T h e  q u e s t i o n  i s ,
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1 r  un rqueness  :
h i s to r i ca l  me th t
nEE--d6és not f.
a  r e g u l a t i n g  p r :
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According
f a r  i n  t h e  s c i e :
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f rom a  un i ve rsa
the why and vI
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Now h i s to ry  w i l
ce r ta in  mach ine :
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va ry ,  i n  p ropo r
f ramework of  cot
*  Met  dank aan ,
van  de  ve r ta l
3  m o r a l  p l e a s u r e .
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.ved  o f  t he  chance
co .s t  o f  o the rs .
i ce  be tween  e th i cs
:y ing to do some-
r s t i f i c a t i o n  r e s c s
t l "  hypo the r i ca l
)er_ngs must  choose
L p l e s  o f  j u s t i c e ,
red  ou t  wh i ch  a re
s  be tween  peop le ,
done bef  ore l_E.s
rd  sys tems  canno t
h a v e  t o  j u s t i f y
p i e d  h i m s e l f  w i t hj e c t i v e  h i s t o r i o -
s  t h e  v i s i o n  i n
ause  the  wr i t i ng
d .  M o r e o v e r  t h i s
o r  a n y  s c i e n t i f i c
phy does not  take
: I i m i n a t e d ,  i t  i s
f i c  o r  p e r s o n a l
: r i s t i c s  o f  t h e
'  t he  ques t i on  as
c rea . t i ng  I og i ca l
E  Coherence .
) e . o f  h i s t o r y  a s
o  tn te rp re t s  t he
s c i e n c e ,  b u t  i s
n g  t o  S n e t h l a g e ,
n  t he  l i qh t  o f
ructed by way of
gument  that  1aws
b e c a u s e  h i s t o r i -
con t ras ted  w i th
e v e n t s  d o n ' c
Lys i ca l  phenomena
that  they neveï
r  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y
ra1  sys tems  o f
rot  br ing about
l h e  q u e s t i o n  i s ,
i f  un iqueness  i s  t o  be  cha rac te r i s t i c  f o r  t he
h i s to r i ca l  me thod ,  whe the r  t h i s  se l f same  un ique -
nf f inot  form an impediment  for  formulat ing
a  r e g u l a t i n g  p r i n c i p l e  o r  a  r e g u l a r i t y ,  w h i c h  i s
necessa ry  t o  gua ran tee  the  sc ien t i f i c  cha rac te r
o f  t h e  s y s t e m .
Acco rd ing  to  Sne th lage r  we  don r t  ge t  ve ry
fa r  j - n  t he  sc ience  o f  h i s to ry ,  i f  \ ^ / e  on l y  emp loy
t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  c a u s a t i t y .  T h i s  r e l a t i o n  c o n t e n t s
i t se l f  w i t h  t he  deduc t i on  o f  a  pa r t i cu la r  case
f rom a  un i ve rsa l  l aw ,  and  does  no t  i nqu i re  a f t e r
t he  why  and  where fo re  o f  t ha t  pa r t i cu la r i t y .
He re ,  t he  sc ience  o f  h i s to ry  passes  i n to  ano the r
d imens ion  o f  unde rs tand ing ,  by  way  o f  pos ing  a
ta rge t ,  no t  t o  co r rec t  o r  t o  l im i t  t he  phys i ca l
l aws ,  bu t  t o  open  ano the r  pe rspec t i ve  o f  r ea l i t y .
The re fo re ,  t he  t e leo log i ca l  me thod  can  be
cons ide red  as  a  comp le t i on  t o  t he  causa l  me thod .
Now h i s to ry  w i l l  show a  pa t te rn  by  emp loy ing  a
ce r ta in  mach ine ry  o f  concep ts ,  wh i ch  \ ^ /e  may  ca l I
t h e  r e g u l a r i t y  o f  t h a t  h i s t o r y .  T h e  p a t t e r n  w i l l
va ry ,  i n  p ropo r t i on  t o  t he  emp loymen t  o f  ano the r
f ramework  o f  concep ts .
Me t  dank  aan  Johan  F roen t j es ,  voo r  de  co r rec t i e
v a n  d e  v e r t a l i n q .
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